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EDITORIAL
The supreme court of Illinois on Febru
Illinois Law Declared ary 18th declared unconstitutional the
Unconstitutional
accountancy law enacted by the legisla
ture of that state in 1925. This action, of which notice is re
ceived as we go to press, automatically restores the law of 1903.
When the act of 1925 was passed over the protest of accountants
and when the governor of Illinois had permitted it to become law
in spite of the objections of leaders of the profession, there was a
feeling of consternation in the minds of all who have the welfare
of accountancy at heart. The Illinois Society of Certified Public
Accountants immediately set in motion litigation to test the
constitutionality of the law and the success which has now been
achieved reflects great credit upon the members of the American
Institute of Accountants who constituted the special committee
charged with the duty of obtaining relief by the courts from the
anomalous conditions created by the legislative and executive
branches of the state government. Hearty congratulations to
Arthur E. Andersen, F. B. Andrews, W. M. LeClear, George W.
Rossetter and C. R. Whitworth, and congratulations also to those
other members of the Institute whose pecuniary assistance made
possible the conduct of the suit.
The decision is reported to have sustained all the contentions
of the Institute and to have gone so far as to say that under the
present constitution of Illinois no law preventing citizens from
practising as public accountants is enforceable. Time does not
permit extended notice of this important decision, but it is hoped
that the full opinion of the court will be available for publication
in the bulletin of the Institute to be published March 15th.

The American Institute of Accountants
has for some time been giving con
sideration to the possibility of encourag
ing students in the leading colleges of the country to undertake
196
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accounting as a vocation. Various suggestions have been brought
forward, but until now it has not seemed expedient to undertake
any definite campaign to bring accountancy to the notice of
college students. It was felt that anything resembling an
ordinary employment agency would be awkward to handle,
and there was no assurance whatever that the right men would
be attracted and if attracted that they would find employment
with firms which would offer them continuing occupation. Now,
however, the movement has been started and the Institute has
created a committee which will supervise a bureau for placements
which it is hoped will act as a clearing house between the account
ing firm and the college student. The bulletin of the Institute
published February 15th contained a brief description of what the
bureau for placements will try to do. A booklet describing the
work of accountancy and the opportunities of the profession has
been prepared and will be distributed to students in the senior
classes of all the principal universities and colleges. The text
of this pamphlet will be reproduced in the April issue of this
magazine. The bureau for placements will offer its services to all
members of the Institute and to students in colleges. No fee will
be charged to the prospective employee but employers will be
required to pay a fee of $50 for every man engaged. The bureau,
of course, must be self-supporting and although a voluntary con
tribution to the funds has been made by a few members it is
felt that experience as time goes on will make it necessary to
charge a rather substantial fee. The bureau expects to function
quickly, and it is confidently expected that many men will be
available after July 1, 1926. The article in the bulletin de
scribing the work of the bureau says:
“ This activity of the Institute is the outgrowth of long discussion and
serious consideration. It is a concrete attempt to help in one way to
solve the problem with which the profession has been faced for several
years, namely, that of building a permanent staff qualified to carry on
in a field where the work has increased greatly in volume and become
increasingly exacting in its demands upon those who undertake the prac
tice of accountancy.”

A Various
Nomenclature

An English contemporary quoting The
Financial Times says:

“An application was recently made before Mr. Justice Lawrence for
the appointment of a receiver who was described as a 'certified accountant.’
The judge said that he had heard of a chartered accountant and an in
corporated accountant, but he did not know what a ‘certified accountant’
meant. None of the counsel in court was able to enlighten him.”
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It is rather confusing to have so many kinds of designations for an
accountant. “Certified public accountant” in this country has
a definite significance much the same as that which attaches to
the words ‘‘ chartered accountant ” or “ incorporated accountant ’ ’
in Great Britain, but so far as our records show there does not
seem to be any authority for the use of “certified accountant”
outside the United States. Perhaps the applicant for appoint
ment as receiver has been unconsciously influenced by the
peaceful penetration of Britain which Americans are conducting.
A correspondent who draws attention to this incident expresses
the belief that it might be better if accountants throughout the
world would simply adhere to the expression “public accountant.”
He says that we have no chartered dentists nor certified doctors
of medicine, nor incorporated doctors of divinity; and he is an
advocate of the simple expression “public accountant.” Per
haps this argument might have been valid thirty years ago, but
today the words “certified”, “chartered”, “incorporated”, etc.
have distinct meanings and those who are entitled to the use of
them rightly place a high value upon them.
In the course of hearings before the
Accountants and the
senate
select committee on investiga
Treasury Department
tion of the bureau of internal revenue,
which were reported in a very limited edition, there was frequent
reference to the difficulties which the bureau of internal revenue
has to face in regard to the character of practitioners, notably
certain accounting firms, whose names for the present purpose
are unimportant. In passing it may be remarked that the two
firms most frequently mentioned are without any representation
whatever in the American Institute of Accountants. The matter
has been given such meager publicity that it may be permissible to
quote some of the more important comments which were made
by members of the committee and by witnesses at the hearings.
Those who can obtain copies of the reports, notably those of the
sessions of May 21, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29 and 30, 1925, printed as
part 18 of the report, may read for themselves, but the publication
is difficult to obtain because of the small number issued. L. C.
Manson, counsel for the committee, reading from a report pre
pared by L. H. Parker, chief engineer, quoted as follows:
"There are, of course, many accounting firms and other experts who
maintain a high standard of ethics, but the other class is sufficiently
numerous to cause serious trouble.
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“The corrective organization for this matter is the committee on en
rollment and disbarment. This committee appears to be doing good
work, but two suggestions can be made. One suggestion is that delay
in trying cases should be reduced to a minimum on account of cases
which may go through, handled by accountants whose work is question
able, and thus cost the government money. The second suggestion
is that there should be a set-up whereby employees of the bureau can send
in charges direct to the committee on enrollment and disbarment instead
of solely through the section chiefs and so on up through the line of su
perior officers, any of whom might suppress the information.”

Then follows a description of the case
Responsibility Really
of
one firm with particular reference to
on the Taxpayer
a form of partnership agreement which
seemed to meet with general disapproval. The Parker report
does not go far enough when it says that the only corrective
organization for this matter is the committee on enrollment and
disbarment. There are other corrective agencies which should
be and could be easily employed. In the case in question the
American Institute of Accountants would have no jurisdiction,
but it should not be a difficult matter for the taxpayer to inform
himself as to the general standing and ethical practices of the
accountants or other agents whom he employs. The activities
of some so-called tax experts are notorious, and if the depart
ment would exercise its influence to encourage the engagement
of those firms which are above question, the labors of the depart
ment itself would be vastly simplified and the interests of the
taxpayer would be protected. Unfortunately the committee on
enrollment and disbarment has been extremely dilatory in dealing
with complaints which have been made to it. Perhaps there is
reason for delay, but to the ordinary mind it appears a rather
simple matter for the committee to hear and determine the
justice or injustice of allegations concerning practitioners. Only
a few suspensions and disbarments have been effected and there
is at least a suspicion that some of the firms which are still per
mitted to appear before the bureau should be investigated and the
results of investigation should be given effect and publicity.
This is what the Parker report, no doubt, has in mind. The
committee on enrollment and disbarment is not doing its full
duty when it permits delay for any cause whatever in the thorough
and impartial investigation and decision of complaints before it.
The hearings to which we refer were held nearly a year ago.
Probably there were many complaints against other practitioners
made before that time, and there may have been many others since,
but the list of disbarments and suspensions still remains restricted.
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Following the introduction of the Parker
report to which we have referred the
record contains a discussion from which
the following excerpts are taken. (The dramatis personae are
Senator James Couzens, chairman; C. R. Nash, assistant to the
commissioner of internal revenue; A. W. Gregg, solicitor, bureau
of internal revenue; L. C. Manson, counsel for the committee;
Senator William H. King, member of committee; McKenzie
Moss, assistant secretary of the treasury.)

Quotations from
the Record

The Chairman: Who controls this committee on enrollment and dis
barment?
Mr. Nash: The committee on enrollment and disbarment is a com
mittee appointed by the secretary, which passes on all applicants who
desire to practise before the treasury department. The bureau of internal
revenue is represented on that committee, but does not control it and has
no jurisdiction over it.
*
*
*
*
*
The Chairman: I do not understand that it is the province of this
committee to go into that work of the committee on enrollment and dis
barment, because that is not a part of the bureau of internal revenue;
but I think the secretary might inform the committee, if he so desires,
of how many cases the committee has dealt with, how many are still
pending, and how many persons have been disbarred for unethical prac
tices, because it seems to me that that is one of the most important things,
if we are going to get honesty in tax administration.
Mr. Gregg: We have just begun recently to put into the weekly pub
lication—the bulletin of the bureau of internal revenue—a list of those who
are disbarred from practice. I think that is going to be quite effective.
This is the first time that has ever been published.
Mr. Manson: I think the publication of that list is about the best
warning to the profession generally. I do really believe that that is going
to be a very effective thing.
Mr. Gregg: It gives the reasons, too.
Senator King: Mr. Chairman, I think this committee could investi
gate, and we have, to some extent, the methods by which persons are
permitted to practise before the bureau of internal revenue on matters of
taxation, refunds, etc., and that we could make recommendations. We
might not be able to control, or we might not have the right to investigate
the general rules in the treasury department with respect to disbarment of
attorneys, etc., but certainly we would have cognizance of the question of
determining this and for the purpose of recommending to congress someway
of finding out who is permitted to practise before the bureau and who is not.
It has occurred to me, as these proceedings have gone on, that it might
be wise, and I think the committee should consider that, and the depart
ment should prohibit anybody from practising before the bureau who was
not a lawyer of experience, high standing, and of fine character. I doubt
the wisdom of permitting mere experts, and particularly those who have
gone out and opened the books and made up the accounts of a concern,
to come before the department as attorneys. That certainly is not
ethical in law. A lawyer is not an accountant; he is not an expert. The
experts may be called as witnesses to testify, but they are not lawyers, and
I doubt the propriety of admitting merely licensed experts and account
ants to practise before the department.
Mr. Nash: Mr. Chairman, this subject came up before you when the
committee first began its sessions, and I think at that time I furnished
to the committee a list of attorneys and accountants who had been ad
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mitted to practise before the department, and also furnished a copy of the
departmental rules and regulations.
The Chairman: I think that is correct. I remember that, but I have
more in mind the procedure which has been adopted by the committee on
enrollment and disbarment, how many have been refused and how many
have been disbarred, and all of that, and because that, it seems to me,
would give us a picture of just how effective and efficient this committee
was. I have a very great doubt in my own mind as to the effectiveness
of this committee. I doubt whether it is very effective at all.
Mr. Manson: I believe that there is one suggestion made in the report
of Mr. Parker that I just read which is a very vital one, and that is that if
any employee of the department feels that a representative of the tax
payer, a licensed representative of the taxpayer or an enrolled representa
tive of the taxpayer, is engaging in unethical practice that employee should
have the means of making his complaint directly to the committee on
enrollment and disbarment and not be under the necessity of making it
through his section chief and his section head and so on up the line.
*****
Mr. Manson: If a practitioner is engaged in an unethical practice
without casting any particular reflections on anybody, he necessarily has
to have the cooperation of his section chief or division head, and it does
not seem that either a section chief or a division head should be in a
position to head off a complaint.
Mr. Nash: Mr. Chairman, I do not know personally that there is any
rule that would prevent an employee from reporting to the committee
on enrollment and disbarment any attorney or accountant whom he
thought was guilty of an unethical practice. I agree with Mr. Manson’s suggestion that if there were such a rule—
The Chairman: It isn’t a matter of whether there is a rule against it
or not; the whole proceeding is a sort of a military affair; they must step
up to the chief of the section. The employees should know that they
could take such matters over the heads of their chiefs, and it ought not to
be a negative matter, but it should be an affirmative matter that should
be required of them.
Mr. Moss: Mr. Chairman, my own opinion is that the way should be
made easy for any proper information to reach this committee on enroll
ment and disbarment as to the unethical practitioner. I know that that
is the great desire of the secretary and the commissioner of internal rev
enue—to get at every one of these cases, if they can do it. I have no
doubt that the committee would be somewhat interested in knowing what
has been accomplished. What remains to be accomplished simply shows
the bigness of the job to keep these fellows out.
On the question of your authority, if you will permit me to suggest it,
I am inclined to believe that the general authority under your senate
resolution to investigate the bureau of internal revenue for the purpose
of offering amendments to the law or correcting the procedure would carry
with it authority to inquire as to how men obtain permission to practise
there. It would seem to me almost necessarily so.
*****
Senator King: If they think it is wise to have large accounting firms
take over the handling of the books of large concerns, rewriting their books
from the beginning, and then present their returns for taxation purposes to
the department, and then become the attorneys for the concerns which
they have represented as bookkeepers, as accountants, and as experts,
in order to try to avoid paying a tax, or in order to recover taxes after they
have been assessed by the department; or whether experts and account
ants ought to be regarded as experts and accountants and not as lawyers
and denied the right to practise in the department, particularly where
they are urging as lawyers accounts which they have made up as experts
and accountants for big taxpayers?
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Mr. Nash: Senator King, accounting is just as much a part of tax
practice as law is. The department must recognize both accountants
and lawyers. Every tax case will probably present as many accounting
problems, or more, than it will legal problems. Very few lawyers are also
accountants. The board of tax appeals recognizes both lawyers and
certified public accountants. Treasury regulations do not limit prac
titioners to certified public accountants, but they recognize any account
ant. They also recognize employees of a firm or the officers.
Mr. Moss: Agents.
Mr. Nash: Also the agents of a firm.
I do not see anything harsh in having an accountant go into a business
and adjust the accounts and present an amended tax return, if he has an
honest case. If he has complied with the law and the regulations, and the
taxpayer has overpaid his tax, he certainly is entitled to get his money back.
Senator King: Undoubtedly.
Mr. Nash: An accountant is a sort of a doctor to a business. If a
taxpayer has made an erroneous report, or is not keeping his books prop
erly, and the books do not correctly reflect the income, the accountant’s
job is to adjust the accounts and, at the same time, correct any errors that
have been made in the tax return. Honest accountants adjust taxes up
as well as down. We have many cases on the basis of accountants’ re
ports before us, where they have made examinations and amended returns
have been submitted by taxpayers and additional taxes have been paid.

The remarks of Mr. Nash just quoted
Accountants Necessary
should do much to offset the opinion,
in Tax Practice
which was expressed by Senator King
and has been a rather common article of faith among certain
lawyers, that it is unnecessary to permit accountants to represent
taxpayers in disputes concerning tax incidence. It would be
almost as absurd to urge that lawyers should be prevented from
presenting legal cases as that accountants should be excluded
from participation in the hearing of financial cases. The ordinary
lawyer knows nothing whatever of accounting and can not be
expected to do justice to the interests of his client or of the
government in matters which involve accounts. Of course,
many members of the legal profession have recognized the facts
and the most reputable of them do not attempt to deal directly
with questions of accounting technique. But it is just as well
that comments such as those of Mr. Nash should be widely
known. The speaker might have added that a lawyer is by
nature and training an advocate and advocacy is a thing which
does not always lead to strict equity. The accountant, on the
other hand, with his experience in the presentation of facts is far
more likely to do justice to both sides. He is, in a word, the ideal
exponent of the truth in such cases as those which come before
the bureau of internal revenue or the board of tax appeals, and
it is idle to suppose that he can be excluded without serious
injury to the cause of fair play.
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The committee then gave some con
sideration to the possibility of collusion
between employees or former employees
of the bureau and unscrupulous persons engaged in tax practice.
The chairman, Senator Couzens, said:

Other Quotations
of Interest

As in the case of an estate that we had before us awhile ago, there are
employees of the bureau who know that cases are pending, and on account
of court decisions can get a reversal, and they can go out and stir up all
of these claims against the government on a percentage basis. I do not
know; I am not convinced of any particular methods that you can adopt
to stop that practice, but it is certain that the greatest degree of vigilance
should be used to prevent that sort of thing.
Mr. Nash: Senator, in that estate-tax case, those former employees of
the bureau were not admitted to practise before the bureau, and have
never been admitted to practise, and the bureau is vigorously investigat
ing them and will try to prosecute them.
The Chairman: I think that is true, and I point that out with no
intention to criticize the bureau, but merely to show the possibilities that
these men have who work within the bureau.
Mr. Gregg: We recognize the possibilities, Mr. Chairman, and we have
done everything we can to stop it. Let me give you some of the diffi
culties, however.
The principal difficulty is caused by the taxpayer himself. If some
one comes to a taxpayer and boasts about having inside information with
reference to his case, and wants to take his case on a contingent basis,
the ordinary, honest taxpayer will tell him “Nothing doing,” but he
will not give us the facts.
The Chairman: Why not?
Mr. Gregg: They seem to have a feeling that it may prejudice their
case in some way.
There are lawyers who come to me time and again and tell me about
such and such a thing happening, that an ex-employee approached a client
of theirs, saying that he had inside information, or something of that sort.
The lawyers tell me that they try to get their clients to give us the informa
tion. Of course, the lawyer can not do that, without the permission
of the client, and the client will not do it for fear it will harm his case.
Occasionally, they will. Occasionally they will work right with us in a
case.
The Chairman: I think undoubtedly the press takes that attitude too,
does it not? I mean the press takes the attitude that any criticism that
is addressed might hurt their case before the bureau?
Mr. Gregg: Well, I do not know about that, but I have seen the other
cases. Sometimes they do it, and it does a great deal of inconvenience
to them. Sometimes they cooperate with our intelligence men. We had
a case the other day where they had to make false affidavits, with the
knowledge of our intelligence men, upon the advice of these so-called
experts who approached them. Finally, through the cooperation of the
taxpayer, we had them indicted. But it is very difficult to get taxpayers
to cooperate with us in these cases.
I think you will find that it has not only been impossible for us to keep
undesirables from practising before the bureau, but the courts have had
the same experience. You all know that there are shyster lawyers who
are practising before the courts. It is impossible for the courts to keep
unethical and crooked practitioners out of the courts and, of course, it
is going to be impossible for us to do it.
The Chairman: What could the bureau do in a case like this, for
instance: In going over the record of one of the cases in the bureau, I find
a case where Mr. Doheny employed one of your staff, while he was still
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an employee of the bureau. He accepted Mr. Doheny’s offer, and then
had the nerve to ask for two weeks’ leave of absence, and he wanted pay
from both sources, pay from the bureau and pay from Mr. Doheny. The
bureau properly took the position that he could not be on both pay rolls.
That man, of course, could go to Mr. Doheny or Mr. Sinclair, or any
other big interest, and convey to them all the intricacies of discovery valu
ation and depletion and the maximum results to be derived by the most
favorable decision for his employer.
There is nothing under the law that can stop that, is there?
Mr. Nash: He can not actively appear on any of their tax cases for
a period of two years.
The Chairman: Oh, I understand that; but he can remain in the
office and feed them all of the information?
Mr. Gregg: If he does that, we can not stop him.
The Chairman: No; that is one of the difficulties.
Mr. Gregg: Neither can you stop a man in court from appearing on both
sides of the case, if he does it in a backhanded manner.
Mr. Manson: At least he can not do it in open court where everybody
is looking at him.
Mr. Gregg: No; but he may be working in the interest of the other
party on the outside.
Mr. Nash: In this particular case I think his personal record would
be so noted as to prevent a reinstatement in the treasury department if
he ever should seek reappointment, because of the conditions under which
he resigned. If he should ever seek employment elsewhere and refer to
the treasury department for a reference, the conditions under which he
left the treasury department would be made known.
Mr. Moss: Mr. Chairman, let me make this suggestion for Senator
King’s serious consideration, in view of his statement awhile ago as to the
exclusion of auditors and accountants, that the committee should very
seriously consider the danger of suggesting to congress a rule, because
of a few bad cases, a rule which would operate against very many hun
dreds of perfectly honest accountants and auditors, and the very many
thousands of taxpayers who are entitled to the services of these auditors
and accountants. We can not legislate always for the rascal. You
have to legislate for the average run of people, and I think, Senator King,
you may want to think about that a little further. I doubt very seriously
the advisability of adopting anything that would look to the exclusion of
auditors and accountants with relation to the taxpayer. A taxpayer may
not want to hire a lawyer, but just wants to send an agent here to Wash
ington to explain things.
Mr. Gregg: In that connection I would like to bring out the fact that
in England any tax report of a firm of accountants is accepted by the
revenue department. No field examinations are made at all and, except
in the case of fraud or something of that sort, the accountant’s report is
accepted as to the facts stated in it.
Mr. Moss: In the absence of a showing of fraud.
Mr. Gregg: In the absence of a showing of fraud, or something of that
sort.
Mr. Manson: In that connection, I would like to call Mr. Gregg’s
attention to the fact that accounting in Great Britain has been a recog
nized profession, subject to the most rigorous regulation, for over a cen
tury; that it has traditions behind it as a profession; that in this country
we had no real accountants for a great many years, except those who
had trained in England or Scotland, and without casting any reflection
on individuals, the accounting profession in this country is a thoroughly
new profession, as such, and a large part of its personnel is made up of
men who have acquired their license under the provision of the recent
laws which permits all of those to be made certified public accountants
who have been in actual practice for a certain period of years. In other
words, in England, the profession of accounting has a hundred years of
tradition behind it.
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Senator King: But what I had in mind when I made the suggestion
was merely tentative. I did not mean to commit myself to it as a policy,
but the evidence which we have had here is that some of these accountants,
for a contingent fee, offer their services to get all of the reduction that they
can bring about under the head of amortization; so that they are more
than accountants. They have a specific and direct interest m securing
reductions. They have a financial interest; the amount of their fee
depends on how they can arrange those books—and I do not use those
words offensively—so as to secure large amortization reductions, etc.
Mr. Manson: I believe you have a regulation, have you not, which
provides that any representative of a taxpayer who has a contingent-fee
contract shall file a copy of the contract with the treasury department?
Mr. Nash: Yes; he discloses his contract, and it becomes a part of the
file in the case. If his contingent fee is considered abnormal to what
is involved in the case, he is not permitted to appear in the case.
Mr. Manson: That is a fairly recent regulation, is it not?
Mr. Nash: It was adopted about two years ago.

The foregoing discussion is of value as
an illustration of the state of mind of
some who have to do with the making
and administration of tax laws. Mr. Manson scarcely does
justice to the remarkable progress which has been made by the
profession of accountancy in the United States during recent
years. It is true that the profession is longer and better estab
lished in Great Britain and it is also true that the prospects of
high emolument here have attracted, particularly in the field
of tax practice, a good many undesirable citizens, but we do not
believe that there is a higher standard of professional behavior
in any country than there is here, taking the profession as a whole.
Mr. Manson might have said—but as he did not we crave per
mission to say it for him—that the code of ethics laid down and
enforced by the American Institute of Accountants is more exact
ing than any other professional code of which we have knowledge.
For example, the treasury department will permit contingent
fees in tax practice if the extent of the fee is made known and is
believed to be reasonable. The Institute goes further and
absolutely forbids any of its members to accept contingent
fees of any kind or amount. When the treasury department
issued a ruling to the effect that practitioners before the bureau
must conform to the standards of ethics laid down by the Ameri
can Institute of Accountants and the American Bar Association it
made a fine gesture which should have been followed by action.
Let the treasury department absolutely forbid anyone to present
a case for which a fee contingent upon results is to be charged;
let it enforce such a rule; let it deal promptly and impartially
with every practitioner accused of unethical procedure—in a word,
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let the treasury live up to what it evidently knows to be the
correct standards and the whole difficulty will be swept away.
The treasury can not blame anyone but itself if it permits men or
women to practise before it who fall short of the best professional
ideals.

AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ACCOUNTANTS
TRIAL BOARD

A special meeting of the council of the American Institute of Accountants
was held at Washington, D. C., February 1, 1926. The meeting was called for
the purpose of hearing charges preferred against a member of the Institute.
The council immediately convened as a trial board and Leslie N. Simson,
New York, accompanied by counsel, appeared before the board in answer to
charges alleging a violation of rule 2 of the rules of professional conduct
through the negligent certification of a balance-sheet of the FergusonMcKinney Manufacturing Company of St. Louis, Missouri, dated February 28,
1925.
After full consideration of the charges presented on behalf of the Institute
by the chairman of the committee on professional ethics and of the statements
and explanations made by the respondent, the board by unanimous action
found the respondent guilty of a violation of rule 2 of the rules of professional
conduct through the negligent certification of the balance-sheet above referred
to and resolved that he should be suspended from membership in the Institute
for a period of one year. It was further resolved that in publication of the
finding of the trial board in The Journal of Accountancy the name of the
respondent should appear.
Charges against an associate which were to have been heard at the meeting
were postponed for hearing at a subsequent meeting of the council. The
deferment was due to certain information received since the filing of charges,
and it was resolved that further investigation should be made before the case
should come to trial.
The meeting having been called solely for the purpose of hearing charges
no other business was transacted.

206

